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DETAILED ACTION 

i> Claims 1-10 were cancelled and claims 11-30 were added by Applicant in a preliminary 
amendment dated 10.27.2001. Claims 11-30 are now presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections * 35 USC § iiz 

2> The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

a. The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



3> Claims 13, 15, 20 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a. Claims 13, 15 and 20 recite the limitation "the host network standard". There is 
an insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in these claims. 

b. Claim 27 is rejected as being a duplicate of claim 18, and therefore does not 
further limit or define over the claimed invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4> The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

a. A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5> Claims 11*14 are rejected under Livermore et al, U.S Patent No. 6.542. 511 
["Livermore"] in view of Flanders et al, U.S Patent No. 6.172.980 ["Flanders"]. 

6> As to claim 11, Livermore discloses a data telegram for transmitting data in a network 
that specifies a first data transmission protocol, the data telegram comprising: 

a data section containing data formatted in accordance with an extraneous standard 
[column 6 <lines 27-29 and 47~5i>], 

Livermore does disclose the use of a header section having a predetermined region 
that contains information [Figure 7 <item 34> | column 6 <lines 43-47^, but does not 
explicitly state that the information specifies that the data section is formatted according to 
the extraneous standard. 

7> Flanders discloses a frame header that specifies that the data section is formatted 
according to an extraneous standard [Figures 3A-3D | column 6 <line 26-30>]. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have implemented the protocol identifier in 
Livermore's header to identify the data that is stored in the payload area of the rrame to 
insure faster processing of the payload by each node. Livermore also suggests further 
functionality can be added to his header [column 6 <lines 34"35>]. 

8> As to claim 12, Livermore discloses the data telegram of claim 11, wherein the 
information is contained in a place in the header section that is otherwise unoccupied [Figure 
7 <items 34,36> | column 6 <lines 27~3i>]. 
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9> As to claim 13, Livermore discloses the data telegram of claim 11, wherein the 
information is contained in a place in the header section is reserved for information that is 
not relevant to the host network standard [column 6 <lines 27~3i>]. 

io> As to claim 14, Livermore discloses the data telegram of claim 12, wherein the data 
telegram is divided into frames, the frames into blocks, and the blocks into bytes [column 6 
<lines i6-26> where: Livermore's container is equivalent to the claimed 'block']. 

n> Claims 15-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Livermore 
and Flanders in view of the MOST Specification Framework Rev. 1.1 ["MOST spec"]. 

I2> As to claim 15, Livermore does not specifically disclose a data telegram wherein the 
first data transmission protocol is MOST and the host network standard is the MSOT 
standard, and wherein the header section comprises five bytes with the information 
contained in the last byte of the header section. 

I3> The MOST spec discloses a data telegram wherein the first data transmission 
protocol is MOST and the host network standard is the MOST standard [section 2.1 | section 
3 I section 6 ("MOST Frame Structure")]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the MOST protocol and 
standard in Livermore's network to obtain MOST's advantages of increasing the speed of the 
network and decreasing cost of technology in automotive environments. Livermore suggests 
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this implementation as his network is fully compatible with current and future optical (fiber) 
networks [Figure 3 | column 3 <lines 64-67>], 

I4> Flanders discloses that a header section of a frame can comprise of five bytes with the 
information contained in the last byte of the header section [column 5 <lines 40-45> where: 
the SNAP header consists of 5 bytes, and the protocol type field is equivalent to the claimed 
information]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the 
five byte header into Livermore's frame to help identify the protocol of the data that is 
contained in the payload of the frame. 

I5> As to claim 16, Livermore does not explicitly disclose a data telegram wherein tKe 
network is a MOST network in which data are transmitted by means of MOST telegrams 
having a header section of five bytes, wherein the information is contained in a telegram 
identification portion in the last byte of the header section. 

i6> The MOST spec discloses a data telegram wherein the network is a MOST network 
in which data are transmitted by means of MOST telegrams having a header [section 2.1 | 
section 4 | section 6 ("MOST Frame Structure")]. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the Livermore's , 
ring network and frames as a MOST network and MOST telegrams respectively, to obtain 
MOST's advantages and functionality of increasing the speed of the network and decreasing 
cost of technology in automotive environments. 
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I7> Flanders discloses that a header section of a frame can comprise of five bytes with the 
information contained in a telegram identification portion in the last byte [column 5 <lines 
40-45> where: SNAP header and TYPE field]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to implement the five byte header into Livermore's frame to help identify the 
protocol of the data that is contained in the payload of the frame. 

i8> As to claim 17, Livermore discloses that his network is suited for transporting data of 
extraneous standards [column 6 <lines 47-5i>], but does not explicitly disclose that the 
extraneous standard corresponds to the Transmission Control Protocol (TCP) standard. 

I9> Flanders teaches a data telegram wherein the extraneous standard is TCP [column 7 
<Hnes I2-I4>]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement 
TCP as the extraneous standard for Livermore's data telegram, as TCP is a ubiquitous 
standard in the network arts. 

20> As to claim 18, Livermore discloses the data telegram of claim 17, wherein the 
extraneous standard corresponds to the Internet Protocol (IP) standard [column 6 <lines 47- 
5i>]. 



2i> As to claim 19, Livermore discloses that his network is suited for transporting data of 
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extraneous standards and especially packets [column 6 <lines 47~5i>], but does not explicitly 
disclose that the extraneous standard corresponds to the Internet Packet Exchange protocol 
(IPX) stand ara. 

22> Flanders teaches a data telegram wherein the extraneous standard is IPX [column 6 
dines 8-n>]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement IPX 
as the extraneous standard for Livermore's data telegram, as IPX is a ubiquitous standard in 
the network arts. 

23> As to claim 20, Livermore discloses the data telegram of claim 19, wherein the header 
section of the data telegram is formatted in accordance with the host network standard 
[column 6 <lines 29'3i>]. 

24> Claims 21-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
MOST spec, in view of Flanders et al, U.S Patent No. 6.172.980 ["Flanders"]. 

25> As to claim 21, the MOST spec discloses a data telegram for transmitting data in 
accordance with a MOST protocol in a MOST network, the data telegram comprising: 

a data section containing data formatted in accordance with a prescribable extraneous 
standard [sections 5, 6.7, 6.8.(1-4)]. 

The MOST spec also discloses a header section with a predetermined region of which 
contains information specifying that the data section is formatted according to the 
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extraneous standard [section 5, page 31], but does not explicitly state that the header consists 
of 5 bytes. 

z6> Flanders teaches a frame header of five bytes [column 5 <lines 37-45^ . It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the MOST spec's header as a 
five byte header as taught by Flanders to allow the network devices to properly identify the 
protocol type of the data contained in the payload. 

27> As to claim 22, the MOST spec discloses the data telegram of claim 21, wherein the 
predetermined region in the header section that is otherwise unoccupied in accordance with 
the MOST protocol [section 5 - page 31 where: the coding field is the predetermined region, 
and since the field is specifically for indicating the kind of data, it is otherwise unoccupied by 
any other information besides the coding information]. 

28> As to claim 23, the MOST spec discloses the data telegram of claim 21, wherein the 
predetermined region in the header section is reserved for information that is not relevant to 
the MOST protocol [section 5 - page 31 where: the coding field contains information only 
about the protocol of the data being carried in the payload]. 

29> As to claim 24, the MOST spec discloses the data telegram of claim 21, wherein the 
information is contained in the header section [section 5 - page 31], but does not explicitly 
state that the it is contained in the last byte of the header section. 
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30> Flanders discloses a frame header that stores information of the kind of data in the 
last byte of the header section [column 5 <line 45>]. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement Flanders' header into the MOST header to obtain the 
advantage of having a fixed location for the protocol identifier in the header; this way, the 
network devices can quickly locate the protocol type of the data. 

3i> As to claim 25, the MOST spec discloses the data telegram of claim 21, wherein the 
extraneous standard is a Transmission Control Protocol (TCP) standard [section 2.5 - see 
"MOST 'Open' Model" figure]. 

32> As to claim 26, the MOST spec discloses the data telegram of claim 21, wherein the 
extraneous standard is a Internet Protocol (IP) standard [section 2.5 - see "MOST 'Open* 
Model" figure]. 

33> As to claim 27, the MOST spec discloses compatibility with a number of extraneous 
standards, including IP (see paragraph 32), but does not explicitly state that the extraneous 
standard is an Internet Packet Exchange (IPX) protocol standard. 

34> Flanders discloses IPX as an extraneous standard for a data telegram [column 6 <lines 
8-n>] where IPX and IP are compared to each other as routing protocols. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have implemented IPX as an 
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extraneous standard into the MOST spec as well in addition to IP, as they are both routing 
protocols, and would have obtained the further advantage of being compatible with IPX. 

35> As to claim 28, the MOST spec discloses a MOST multimedia system comprising: 
a plurality of multimedia devices communicably coupled through a communication 
path and defining a MOST network, wherein the multimedia devices transmit and receive 
data telegrams formatted in accordance with a MOST standard [sections 2.1 and 2.4], 
wherein the data telegram comprises: 

a data section containing data formatted in accordance with a prescribable extraneous 
standard [sections 5, 6.7, 6.8.(1-4)]. 

The MOST spec also discloses a header section with a predetermined region of which 
contains information specifying that the data section is formatted according to the 
extraneous standard [section 5, page 31], but does not explicitly state that the header consists 
of 5 bytes. 

36> Flanders teaches a frame header of five bytes [column 5 <lines 37~45>]. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the MOST spec's header as a 
five byte header as taught by Flanders to allow the network devices to properly identify the 
protocol type of the data contained in the payload. 

37> As to claims 29 and 30, they do not teach or further define over the limitations recited 
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in claims 24-27. Therefore, claims 29 and 30 are also rejected for the same reasons set forth in 
claims 24-27, supra . 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

U.S Patent No. 6.028.933 to Heer et al [for multiple protocol transmissions over a 
hybrid fiber/coax network - abstract]; 

U.S Patent No. 6.463.477 to Fontenot [for multiprotocol (including TCP, IP, IPX 
encapsulation in a data packet - abstract]; 

U.S Patent no. 6.603.768^0 Bleszynski et al [for multiple protocol conversions with 
the use of header information - Figure 5]; 

U.S Patent Publication No. US 2001/0025376 Al to Knobl [Abstract | 0009]. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dohm Chankong whose telephone number is (703)305-8864. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00AM - 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (703)305-8498. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR, Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). 
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